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 Overview
i
A Theoretical and Methodological Overview

Harris . Cooper

We are here todav to present the results of a year-long
studv conducted in elementary school classrooms. The studv involved
the observation of dyadic teacher-student interactions and the
measurement of the interactors' cognitions concerning the dvadic
relation. The cognitive variables were drawn from areas of active
research interest in the field of social psycholoay. These areas
include personal cortrol and locus of control perceptions about
onesel? and causal attributions about the other dyad member.

Vle had two purpocses in undertaking the investigation. First,

we wanted to see if these cognitions, and their relations to behav-
jor, could be used as explanatory links in what is popularly
called the classroom self-fulfilling prophecy. More specifically,

we wanted to see if present social psychological conceptualizations
could help explain how 1 teacher’s expectation for student perfor-
mance could enhance the likelihood that concruent actual perfor-
mance occurred. Qur second purpose was to determine if some
previously reported relations were generalizable to the naturally
occurring classroom. More broadly, we wanted to create a data
set which would be of interest to both the cducational practitioner
and the social theorist. In the next twenty minutes or so, 1 would
like to provide ihe framework surrounding the papers that follow.
To do so 1 will need, first, to present a brief review of the
expectation literature. This review will be followed by a statement
of the expectation communication model which guided our research.

Then, 1 will describe the sample of teachers and students who

«a
.
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provided all the data we collected. Finally, 1 will detail the
rather unique data analvsis strateay we emploved and our reasons
for choosing it.
Among the most well-known and centroversial experiments

in social psychologv is Resenthal and Jacobson's Pvamalien in

the Classr~cm. This studv attempted to determine whether exnectation.

effects, which had been found to operate among laboratorv experi-
menters, micht also operate among elementary schoel teachers.
Rosenthal and Jacobson (1965) reported evidence affirmine the
existence of such classrcom self-fulfilling prophecies and a lively
debate ensued. The debate focused mainly on differences in educa-
tors' beliefs concernina the inferential power of isola_te,d studies,
and on methodological problems associated with in vivo educational
research. A decade's passing has not diminished interest in teacher
expectation effects. In fact, in the past four vears, four papers

on this topic have been published in the Review of Educaticnal

Rescarch. ‘‘ost issues involvina expectation effects have been

addressed in multiple studies, often employing different methods.
Our reading of this literature, which contorms to reviews published
by Brophy and Good in 1974, Rosenthal in 1974 and Cooper in

1979, leads to a conclusion that althouch influences on student
performance are multiple and complex, teacher expectations do

play a role in student achievement. The resecarch evidence, however,
suggests some important qualifications to this contention. First,

expectations probably scrve more to sustain student achicvement

at a particular level, rather than radically alter achievement

away from a prior course. The reason for this sustaining role
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seems to be that expectations which depart dramatically from
a student's actual! achievement are difficult to maintain in the
on-ecoina classroom. This leads to the second necessary qualification:
The felation hetween teacher exnectation and student achicvement

is bidirecticnal. A student's actual verformance scrves as the

primarv influence on tne expectation hel bv the teacher and
a cyclical process of mutual influence seems best supported by

the literature. Finally, it is evident that not all teachers are

prone to expectation effects and teacher individual differences
that mediate their appearance ougcht to be a high priority for
future research.

Given the above asscssment, it is natural to next ask,
“how are teacher expectations communicated" and, 'how do they
come to influence student performance?” The overriding purpose
of. our research was an attempt to obtain' information addressing
these twec questions. The key behavioral variables used in the
search were chosen because previous educational studies had feund
them to be reliably associated vith expectations. The sccial psycho-
logical concepts were chosen because their trcatment in the basic
research domain indicated they should provide satisfying explana-
tions for the existence of these expectation-behavior linkages.

) Table 1 of your handout states the four behavioral cate-
gorits which have produced reliable associations with teacher
expectations. The four categories are taken frcm Bob Rosenthal's
1974 paper.

First, teachers appecar to create warmer socioemotional

envitonments for brighter students. Videotapes cf simulated tutorial

¥y
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sessions have found that tcachers who were interacting with students
believed to be bricht, smiled and nodded their heads more often than
teachers interacting wiih slow studentis. Teachers also leaned towards
brights and locked brights in the eyes more frequentlv. Classroom
observers have also found teachers with induced high expectations
were. most suppertive and friendlv toward bricht-labeled students. It.
seems, then, that manv nonverbal behaviors asscciated with positive
emotional attraction are displayed Ly teachers most frequently in
interactions with students believed to be intelligent.

There is also evidence indicating that teachers’ verbal
inputs to students are dependent on performance expectations. —""’\
Students labeled as slow have been found to receive fewer opportuni-
ties to learn new material and to have less difficult material taught
to them. Thus, the quantity and quality of teacher attempts at

novel instruction secem associated with expectations.

The third factor, verbal oulput, can be operationally

defined as both the teicher's persistence in insuring that irterac-
tions end in a satisfactorv wry and the frequency with which
academic interactions take place. Vith regard to teacher persistence,
observation indicates that teachers tend to engage in more clue
giving, mecre repetition, and more rephrasing when highs answer
a question incorrectly than when lows answer incorrectly. Teachers
have also been found to pay closer attention to respornses of students
described as gifted and to allow bright students more time before
redircctihq unanswered questions to other class members.

Among the best researched behavior correlates of perfor-

mance expectations, and one which is central te our exolanation,
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is the absolute frequcncv of teacher-student interacticn. Brophy

and Good in 1974 cited 20 studies (primarily naturalistic observa-
tion) in which the freauency of teacher-student interactions was
assessed. Strencly supported bv thesc 20 studies is the finding

that hinh expectation students will scel more academ:ic contact

with. the teacher than low exnectation students. “What varies in

the studies is whether teachers eaualize or accentuate this differenc.e
throuch their own initiation.

The final factor, ailso crucial to our model, is feedback.

This facter involves the teachers' use of praise and criticism

after an academic exchange. As with student initiations, a fairly
consistent pattern of teacher use of reinforcement is found. Teachers
tend to praise high expectaticn students more and pro‘portionately
more per correct response while lows are criticized more and propor-
tionately more per incorrect response. This result is based on

some studies which simply count positive and negative use of

affect and some which, allowing for the oreater opportunity available
to be positive toward highs, adjust praise and criticism use by

e number of correct and incorrect responses the students made.

"Table 1 also provides some references for the listener who might

want to inspect the expectation-behavior literature more closely.
For some of the behavior differences just outlined, the

relation to performance seems fairly strightforward. Students who

are taught less difficult material and who are presented with

less novel instruction should eventually possess correspondinglyv

less information. ln addition, a student given less time to respond

will less often answer correctly. The remaining differences, however,

’-ly
!
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in socioemotional climate, student initiations, and teacher feedback,
seem less clearlv linked to expectation effects. The purpose of

our research and its underlving model was to inteorate the climate,
feedback, and inmtiatien factors into a cinale nrocess culminating
in sustained student nerfcrmance. ‘lowever, hecause our model

is based on the assumntien that at least initiation and fecdback
differences are operating, we also wanted to demonstrate their
existence in our own sample of teachers. Sherry Rlakev's pavper
addresses this attempted replication, and is the first such study
tc examine expectation-behavior relations at three separate times
during the school vear.

Figure 1 of your handout summarizes how we speculate
that the expectation communication process might proceced. The
model begins with the contention that teachers form differential
expectations for student performance. The fact that performance

.expectations varyv is bevond argument. The point is made here

to insure that we begin with the cecacher's "raw data" and that
the process' non-recursive nature is made explicit.

The model next provoses that, not only do teachzrs form
differential perceptions of students, but they also cognitively
distinguish between classroom interaction contexts. Specifically,
classroom situations differ in the amount of personal control they
allow a teacher, and teachers may be aware that such differences
exist. In teacher-initiated interactions, for instance, the teacher
has chosen the question and the student who is to respond. In

student initiated interactions, on the other hand, the child has

at least phrased the question and has determined to some extent

ic | 8
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that he or she will be involved. Presumably, then, most teachers
will feel the areatest degrce of prrsonal control over what an
interaction will be about and when it will occur when they them-
selves are the initiaters.

The interaction scittina mav also influence contraol bLeliefs.
Interactions in public settinas must be neared to groun needs.
Private interactions, in contrast, afford the teacher more flexibility
in determininc how lona a topic can be pursued. Taken together,
we might speculate that teacher initiations in bprivate are viewed
by teachers as affordineg most personal control while student initia-
tions in public afferd the least. Gail Hinkel's raper presents
a test of these notions.

The maanitude of the oroposed situational distinctions
in control should deperd on student characteristics as well. in
particular, hich expectation students "carry around" with them
a high decree of controlability. Control of low expectation students,
however, mav be more situationally dependent. Teachers may feel
their own initiations toward slows provide perceptibly more centrol
for themselves than when slow students do the initiating. More
{mportant, teachers may Lelieve that the more control over slow
students a context affords them, the more likely it is that the
exchange will be fruitful. Therefore, because slow initiations
are least controllable they may also be viewed as least desirable.

This personal control notion provides the link between
expectations and observed patterns of classroom feedback and
climate. Specifically, teachers can maximize control over slow
students by inhibiting slows' initiations. Such a sirategy would

entail the use of simple reinforcement principles. The teacher

9
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increases personal control throueh the creation of an unrewarding
socicemotional environment and the relativelv infrequent use of
praise and freer use of criticism in interactions with lows. Gail's
paner also exnlores hvpotieses rclated to this issue.

The use of feedback and climate to control interactions
has ‘other imolications, however. A control strategy means hiah
and low students are evaluated using different contingencies.
Some teachers may tend not to oraise strong efforts from lows
bc\cause praise will reduce future personal control by encouraging
slow student initiations. Thev may also tend to be more critical
of weak efforts from lows since criicism increases future control.
in evaluatinc hichs, teachers may dispensc praise and criticism
more dependent on exhibited effort, since future control of highs’
behavior is less of an issue. Jerry Burger's paper addreszes
this differcntial contingencV hvpothesis, as well as more ¢eneral
issues concerning the relations of teacher attribution and feedback
usc.

Moving to the feedback -initiation link, there is considerable
evidence indicating that praise and criticism, and the emntional
climate produced by the teacher, are causally linked to rates
of student initiation. These studies indicqte that praise,attention,
head neodding, and expressions of agrecment increase classroom
participation rates, while criticism, ignoring responsecs, and expres-
sions of boredom decrecase participation rates.

It is argued, then, that the climate, feedback, and
output factors may be causaily linked. The three factors are

integrated if their relation to teacher personal control is taken

10
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into account. “egcative climate and fecdback patterns for low expecta-
tion students increase teacher control over when interactions with
these students will cccur. ''owever, the control strateecv atso means
lows will sce's less i1nteraction with the teacher and teacher feedback
to lows will bhe less effert-continacat than feedback te hiahs.
The sustainin~ of low expoctation student n~erformance 1s viewed
as a result of these different fecdbhack ceontingencies. Again, the
concept of personal control provides the conceptual bridee.

For achievement motivation to be maintained it i5 necessary
that students believe they can influence their academic outcomes. For
example, Xukla in 1972 found that students who were hich in
achievement motivation believed that effort and performance outcome

-~
covaried. Thev believed the harder they tried the more likely they
were 10 succeed. Students low jn achievement motivation perceived

less effort—outcome covariation. Mo matter how hard they tricd, thase

students perceived themsclves as less able to influence the outcomes

of their performance. This perception on the part of lew exnectation

students may be an accurate reflection of their classrcon environ-

ment. High expectation students may be criticized when the teacher
perceives them as not having tried and may be praiscd when efforts
are strong. Low expectation students, however, may be praised and
criticized more often for reasons independent of their personal
efforts, namely, the teacher's desire to control interactions. A
greater use of feedback by teachers to control interactions may lead
to a lesser belizf on the part of the student that his or her effort
can bring success. John Sterling's paper looks at the relation
between teacher expectation and student effcrt-outcome covariation

. beliefs. In addition, John's paper addresses the general issue

11
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of how student locus of control and classroom behavior rela‘ec to one
another.

To compnlete the expectation process, the effects of perceived
noncontinaent reinforcement need to be stated. Most of the research

-
associated with learned helolessness vphenomena would be rclevant
here and 1 obviously luack the time to review this area. lct me
just say that much research indicates at least threc effects of
feeling little personal control over academic performance. Little
perceived effort-outcome covariatior leads to negative affect and
attitudes towards tasks presented, less persistence 1in the face
of failure, and finally, a greater incidence of failure. With the
translation of student beliefs into student performance the expecta-
tion communication m-~del is completed.

The papers that follow are tied tocether not only by
the communication model but also by the fact that they share a
common data base. Thus, while most of the evidence supnporting
the various model links come from separate studies, our investigation
is the first attempt to test most of the links in a single sample
of clasrooms.

Our sample contained 17 3rd, 4th, and S5th grade class~
rooms, though for some analyses one or 1wo classrooms are missing.
The 17 classrooms were drawn from 5 schools serving mostly white,
middle and lower middle class families. All 17 classrooms had
female teachers whose participation was voluntary. The teachers
averaged over 8 years of teacﬁing experience. Student participation
was also voluntary, and only students returning informed consent
letters took part in the study. About 60% of the studerﬂs asked

to participate agreed to do so.
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Cronbach, in 1975, suaaested three reasens whv individual

\ S

responscs in Classrocms canndt o viewed as indereondent of their

g neral settine. Yirst, peresns within a class are nmore alike

a3t the ocutvet of tnstrcton ‘i vorsens andon v samnled fron-
(the relevant masulaten. The nonrardom poaloment o versons nto

clasaroe™e Mo ing ClLissronmey artoangr differias levels of 1ratts

found 1n the oonulaton, o0 oxamnic, differing avera.ce achievement

levels or averarce frovuendies of particular behaviers.

Second, personse within classrcoms will be stmilar to

-

one another, Hut potentially different from nersons an cther class-

rooms, becauce of intended Jiffersnce 1n the wav classraooms agye

treated. Such tredatments include variatiosns in the textbooks that
are used or in the wav scatine is arranaed. Qf more imnortance,
the teacher can he conceptualired as just such an intended wreat-
ment. Teacher "treatments'” weould include characteristics Tike

4 .
tewching canerience, educational vhilosonhy, clobal perceptions

aF the ol sunoand the dreanencow O rarticyar teacinin bahaviors.

.

The final context affect suagested by Cronbach 1s unin-

1
tended treatmente. Thouoh théese influences are not specifically
BRSNS N .

N

planncd, they serve to 1!1('{'{\]?'-.(: the simitarity - of verseons in the
same classr.om, relative te others. Thede variations would include
things like room temverature and room location.

1t can be said, then, that the classroom is an undeniable
aspect of cducatien's cocial fabric. YMow we must ask "how does
sne co abont stuodvinn clasorean secial relatione inoa manner which

captures the topics contextualized nature?" One approach readily

presents itself: sccial psychologists can study classrooms as whole

groups, Or as units that have characteristics which exist &t a
— e

. 14 '
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croup level of analvsis, Specificallv, 1t might be of interest to
determine hew classroom variations, in trait samplinas and intended
and unintended treatmenis, relate te one another. These lines
of investination o ~uld anclude auestions like, "le a teacher’'s
chaice of nrocentation stvled related to the classrcom's averacce
achicvement level™," or "Dees a class’ averaae attitude toward
school relate to the averace frequencv with which classroom rules
‘are broken?' These kinds of questions can be said to examine
processes which cxist at the whele-class level. Answering these
questions involves examining the variations between entire classrooms.
While whele-class characteristics are certainlv impcrtant,
they do not encomnass all the questions social psycholoaists typically
find interestinc. Also cf concern is the examination of relations

between individaals withhin the same class. For example, we often

want to know if a teacher's attitude toward a particular student
(or a student's attitude toward the teacher) relates to the way
the teacher and <tudent interact. This tvpe of question, addressina
a teacher's relutive treatment of different students in the same
clacs, is of paramount importance in the research which follows.

Of intercst here are processes that exist at a within-class level.

They are concerned with how persons within classrooms relate
to one another.

. Since it is possible to identify two levels of classrocm
process we must next ask if it is necessary for the researcher
to choose to study one process level or the other. The answer
is "not always.” It is possible to study within-classroom relations
and certain types of between-classroom relations with a single

set of data. This is so because some whole classroo:n variables

: 15 |
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are derivable from the basic data emploved 1in within-class anailyses.
Since this strateay is used extensively in the papers that follow,
a few moments to present its details will prove valuable. Fivure 2
presents the stratenv visually.

First, it is assumed that at least three pieces of informa-
tion are available on anv single student. These are the classroom
the student is in, and the student's status on lwo variables,
say, X and A. It is possible, in such a data set, to identifv
two sources of variance in scores: variation associated with the
general level of the variable in the class and variation due to
the students' own deﬁation around this general level. These
two sources of variance separately measure the whole- and within-
classroom process levels. The two sources are also entirely statisti-
cally independent of one another. Xnowing an average classroom

scere on X by definition tells us nothing about the deviations

around X in any given classroom. This statistical independence
reveals that no a vriori orounds exist for believino that a relation
found at one process level will also be found at the other. Vithout
knowing the process level to which research evidence relates we
will confuse our literature and may suggest reforms which 1interfere
with good educational practice.

How, then, do we test the relations at the two levels
separately? Examining relations at the whole classroom level is
a straightforward task. First, the classroom average scores on
va;iables X and A arc obtained'. These averases aré then paired
and correlated with one another to yield a measure of relationship
strength. This correlation relates to the association between the

two whole-class characteristics.
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Developine a measure of within-classroom relations is

a more difficult task. The one surgested here, thbuqh others are

available, involves three steps. First, far each classrcom scnarately,

the ¥ and A scores for students are vaired and correlated with
one another. This correlaticn cauces the relation bdetween variables
X and A within the varticular classroom. The correlations are
then transfermed into 7Z-scores to normalize their sampling distribu-
tion. Finally, Z-scores are entered into & one-sample t-test, as
one might do with any other sct of independent measurements.
The appropriate t-test formula is presented at the bottom of Figure
2. The null hvpothesis value in the formula is set to zero so
that the observed 7-scores ar: tested against the alternative
that no relation exists in the sampled population.

There are scveral important consequences to the adoption
of the process lcvel specification approach. The most important
is that chcosing the classroom to be the smallest data unit makes
‘the analvsis low in power. In the present investication, for example,
measurements were obtained on as x;nany as 204 students, yet only
16 degrees of freedom were available for most inference tests.
There seems no way around this dilemma, however, other than
to say that the question ought to be more one of appropriateness
than statistical power. Three alternatives to the proccss level
specification approach are possible and all arc found to be inferior.
First, researchers can ignore the process level distinction entirely
and use unadjusted raw scores as data. Results obtained with
this technique have no process referent, and ignore a source
of variance, the classroom, known to have a strong impact on

psychological variables.
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A second stratecy involves studying within-classroom
processcs but emplovina the student as the unit of analvsis. This
stratecy will produce results sim:ilar to the within-classroom stratecyv
emploved hers, thouoh it is questionable whether student deviations
aronund a classroom mean can be considered independent of one
another. As Pace, in 1073, and cthers have arocued, it is likely
that the student-as-unit stratecv underestimates the aloha probabil-
ity levels associated with findinas.

A third approach to data analysis is to measure relations
for entire classrocms only. This strateov is perfectly leqilimate.
However, it onlv addrcsses one level of social psychological process
(between entire classrooms), and may therefore ignore important
social psychological phenomena.

What, then, can we do to counter the low power of legiti-
mate classroom data analyses? Cronbach takes an exceptionally
pessimistic view of the role of inference testing in classroom re-
scarch. Tle states:

The traditional research strateav--nitting

substantive hypotheses anainst a null hyvotheses

and requirino statistical significance of effects——
can rarelv be used in educational research. Samplings

large enough to detect strono but probabilistic

effects are likely to be prohibitively costly.
We suggest a more hopeful alternative. Rescarchers with small
numbers of classrooms might interpret relations falling between,
say, the .05 and .19 levels of significance as "deserving further
study," if these probabilities are associated with relatively large
effects. This convention is employed in the papers that folow.

Relations which account for 10% of the variance in scores are

described as worthy of attention, especially if the relation is
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consistently found over the course of the school vear. Rescarchers
with very small sample sizes fsay less than 8 or 10 classrooms)
might be advised to report raw data. As evidence in the literature
accumulates, raw data from separate studies can be combined
‘or vurposcs of inference testineg.
A final —eans for increasina power is to increasc the
¥
precision of analyses bv crossing variables in multifactored desiqns.
We have emploved this stratenv when the within-classroom relations
of expectations to other variables were tested. Specifically, in
some of the analyses that follow teacher exnectation and student
gender, as well as other variables, arc treated as repcated measure-
ments on the same classroom. Teacher exipectations crqssed by
other variables were then used in analyscs of variance. Where
multiple dependent variables arc involved, multivariate analyses
were first performed and only significant YMAMOVA effects were
folloved by univariate analysis.
I realize 1 have tried to convey, in a few short minulcs,
a large amount of perhaps unfamiliar information. If T have left
some of you with less than a full sense of understanding, 1 hope
the papers which follow will complete my assignment. Let me close
by saying that we are attempting the difficult task of bridging
the gap between social theory and educational practices. Ye are
attempting to do so with a heavy emphasis on context, which
demands that we collect our evidence in noise~filled, nonlaboratory
research settinas. Finally, we are attemptine to weiah both statisii—
cal and clinical significance as we sift through our data. Hope-
fully, the result is a meaaingful and recliable description concerning

the social psychology of education.

19
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A Theoretical and Methodoiogical Overview
Harris M. Cooper

University of Missouri-Columbia

Some Characteristics of the Participating Schools, Teachers and Students
Schools:

N=25

Location:

Columbia, Missouri (pop. 90,000).
SES:

3 in-city, middle c1éss schools;

1 edge of city/rural, upper middle class school;
1 edge of city, lower middle class school (one-third black).

‘Samp11nngrocedure:

Suggested as cooperative; 5 of 5 school principals
asked agreed to let their school participate.

Classrooms:

N = 17; all female teachers.
Grades: 3, 4, and 5.
Average Teaching Experience: 8.7 years (sd = 3.9 years).

Sampling Procedure: Solicitation by principal or investigators
plus $50 honorarium.

Students per Classroom: (total students = 204)

N = 12; 6 males, 6 females; 4 high, 4 average, 4 low expectation.

Sampling Procedure:

1) only students returning informed consent (approximately 60%
of student's solicited agreed to participate);

2) division of volunteers into thirds based on teacher eipectation
rankings of “probability of success at verbal tasks" and
“general academic potential”;

3) random sampling of two males and two females within each
expectation third.

| ,EC . : 20
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Table 1

Some Evidence Supporting Teaching Behavior Differences

Dependent on Performanée Expectations

1.. Teachers create warmer SOCIOEMOTIONAL ATMOSPHERES (smiles, nods, body lean)

for higher expectation students.

Chaikin, A., Sigler, E. & Derlega, V. Nonverbal mediators of teacher
expectancy effects. Journal gj_PersonaIity and Social Psychology,
1974, 30 (1), 144-149.

Kester, S. & Letchworth, G. communication of teacher expectations and
their effects on achievement and attitudes of secondary school
ctudents. The Journal of Educational Research, 1972, 66, 51-55.

Page, S. Social jpteraction and experimentar effects 1in the verbal
conditioning experiment. Canadian Journal of Psycholoay, 1971,
25, 463-475.

2. Teachers attempt more VERBAL INPUT (novel and more difficult instruction)
to higher expectation students.
. Beez, W. Influence of biased psychological reports on teacher behavior

and pupil performance. In M. W. Miles and W. . Charters, Jr. (Eds.),
Learning in Social Settinas. Boston, Mass.: Allyn and Bacon, 1970.

Carter, R. Locus of control and teacher's expectancy as related to achieve-

ment of ycung children. Unpublished doctoral dissertation. Indiana
University, 1969.

Cornbleth, €., Davis, 0., and Button, C. Expectations for pupil achieve-
g:ng and teacher-pupil interactioh. Social Education, 1974, 38 (1),
"80

3. Teachers accept more VERBAL OUTPUT crom higher expectation students.

a) ¥é?§hers PERSIST (give ciues, repeat) more when high expectation students
ail.

Brophy, J. & Good, T. Brophy-Good system (Teacher-child dyadic interaction).
In A. Simon and E. 3oyer (Eds.), Mirrors for Behavior. Philadelphia:
Research for Better Schools, Inc., 1970b.

Rothbart, M., Dalfen, S. & Barrett, R. Effects of teacher's expectancy

on student-teacher interaction. Journal of Educational Psychology,
197‘9 _§_2_. 49'54.

Rowe, M. Wait time and rewards as jnstructional variables,. their influence

on 1anguaie. logic and fate control. Journal of Research in Science,
1974, 11 (4), 291-308.

ERIC - .
,u..wm.m..c ' . 2 1



20
b) Higher expectation students INITIATE more teacher-student academic exchange.
See Brophy, J. & Good, T., 1974 for a review of pre-1974 evidence.
Given. B. Teacher exrectancy and pupil perfcrrance: Their relation to
verbal and non-ver-ai cor—unications by teachers of learning disabled

children. LUnpubliisned coctoral aissertation, Catholic University ot
America, 1974,

Firestone, G. & Brody, N. Longitudinal investication of teacher-student
interactions and their relaticn to academic performance. Journal
of Educational Psycholoay, 1975, 67 (4), 544-550. ' )

4, Teachers PRAISE higher expectation students MORE often and/or CRITICIZE
higher expectation students LESS often (either in absolute frequency or
with adjustment for the student's frequency of appropriate and inappropriate
responding).

See Brophy, J. and Good, T. (1974) for a review of pre-1974 evidence.
Firestone, G. & Brody, N. Longitudinal investigation of teacher-student

interactions and their relation to academic performance. Journal of
Educational Psycholoay, 1975, 67 (4), 544-550.

Cooper, H. & Baron, R. Academic expectations and attributed responsi-
bility as predictors of professional teachers' reinforcement behavior.
Journal of Educational Psvcholoay, 1977, 69 (4). 403-418.

Note. The categorization scheme is adopted from Rosenthal (1974).




Figure 1

A Model for Expectation Communication and Behavior Influence
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Figure 2

A Mathematicai Demonstration of How Between and Within Classroom Relations Are

Independently Measured and Subjected to Inference Testing

Level of Analysis

Purpose Between Classrooms

Within Classrooms

Added Separately

Student1 scores X and A
St:udent2 scores X and A
Creation of Independent .
Measurements
(for Classroom N)

Student n scores X and Y

Average Classroom N scores X and K
g

Paired Observations

Student, scores X - X and A - &

1
Studen®, scores X - Xand A - R

Student n scoeres X - Xand A - A

Correlation between X - Xand A - R

4 Observations
Classroom 1 X and A
Classroom 2 X and K

Inference'Testing
(for sample)

Classroom N X and A

t-test of the Correlation between X and )y

Classroom 1 Zr(x_x-) (A-K)
Classroo.m 2 Zr(X-Y) (A-K)

Classroom N Zr(x_-x—) (A-R)

One sample t-test (= Z-0/sd Y/Jﬁ-)

Notes. X, A = variables to be related

Y, & = average variable score for students in a particular classroom

Ir (x-X) (A-F)

n = the number of students in a class
N = the number of classrooms in the sample

o
N

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

= the z-score transformation of the correlation between (X-X) and (A-R).
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behavior, cr the possibility that lows and highs tecone more

distinct in their beravior and achievement cver time due to vary-

ine teacher trestlnont. “oee omrirical erifence on +he polzarization
i~ H

P

. & - [T o e ¥n N :
if‘,‘:d'? hoo fayna TRt Tenenes "l'w.v‘Cr' "".f.‘.?\,E:."_-c.rll

However, ac obaervatioral monouros ol “vacininy were not
part o1 there froup rTLUICTENT ctudies, i+ iz Aifficult tc examine
poncitle «hunfes In teacher ané student behavier. Observational
meacures collected in other studles have not been successful in
testing the polarizatien iscue mainly because of cmall samrples
of clasercoms. what is neceded, then, is & large-scale study,
including a larce number of teachers, and sranning the entire
school veoar. Filling thic need was our cecond objective.

Fethod

Information concerning otserver trzining and reliability, ac
vell ae chornctorictics of the anhipet rattere ond times obcerved,
acre given on my parer title cheet, ather than repeat thir Infor-
mation, 1 wonld like ingstend 1o ~ive a fuller ccscription ¢f <he
behaviors wo ceded,

Qbserved behavior:. Yor cach of the twelve students, the
frequency of seven interzction contexts were observed., rour cf
these contacts dealt with academice, They weres

i, teacher- ;n;j111e§ rubl ia interaction: when the teacher

asked a aquestion in front of a group of students and

then called cn the student to respond (with or without
a raised hand).

/. child-initioted ly'lii_gpﬁﬁ"“vtlow. shen a child raised
3 hoand in front of a rreouy and asked a ques stinn unprompted
by the teacher,

3. teacher-initinted private interactions V‘ihen the teacher
T

to the crniid, noet meant to te overheard by others

4]
~
G
=
g3
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L, child-initinted rrivate interactionts ‘‘hen the child
asked a question not meant to be overhcard by others,

Three other contacts deal with nonacademic matters. These were:

S, tezcher-initinted nroceodural interaction: When the
teacher told the student a classroon rule or asked the
child to carry out a classrcom chore,

6. chiid=ini+iat~d rropaiuril interaction: when the child
asked acout a clacsrocm rule or asxed to perform a class-
room chore. And finzlly,

~J

. behaviorzl jnterzcticnt vhen the teacher spoke to the
student relating to misconduct on the student's part.

In addition, each interaction was coded inte two categories
of appropriatenesc:

1. A correct or zonrorrizte resnonse was coded when the
child's response tc & teacher initiation was deemed right
or when a child's initiation was deemed an appropriate
question to ask.

2. An incorrect or inaprrorrizte resnmonse was coded when
the answer was wronc or the question inappropriate.

Finally, an interaction was also coded when one of the following
three types of feedback occurreds

i, Praizes ‘hen the teacher rcsvonded enthusiactically or
warinly toward the child's response

2., Critigisms VWhen the child's response wvas incorrect and
the teacher reacted with negative emotion or disappointment;
And
7, No feedbacks Vhen the child's participation in the inter-
& action was irncred and the teacher moved on without

recognizing the effort. _

-

m—— R

Creation of leagurements. To create seven interaction context

measures for each child, the frequency with which he or she.interacted
Hwith the teacher in a particular context was divided by the number

of hours the child was observed. These fper-hour frequencies control
for differences in classroom obgcervation lengths and for student
absences., A similar adjustment was made in the measures of appro-

priate and inappropriate responses by the student and in the

- ERIC ~9
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frequency of the three types of feedback. Finally, to create
qualitative fecdback measures, the student's praise per hour
measure was regressed o the student's arpropriate response
measure within each classroon separatéﬁy, and the residualized
praise score used *to define "praise following an appropriate
response.” Criticism was similarly adjusted by inappropriate
responses and no evaluation by total responses. a student's
relative feedback score, therefore, represents his or her re-
ceiving of affect relative to other class members and given equal
rates of appropriate or inappropriate responding. A sepafate
score for each of the 15 measures was created for each time peribd
(Fall, Winter, and Spring). |

The 15 observatinal measures were placed into five groups
representing different aspects of classroom interaction. These
5 groups were: (1) appropriateness, (2) academic initiation,

(3) nonacademic interaction, (4) absolute feedback, ..nd
(5) residual feecdback. A three-way rerveated meaQures multi~
variate analysis of variance was then conducted on each of the
five observational clusters before univariate analyses cf
variances were performed. If the NMANOVA for a particular effect
was significant, then separat2 ANOVAS were run for each of the
group's meacures.

Resul ts

The MANOVA for level of expectation revealed significant
effects on four of the five groups of variables. Seven of the
twelve univoriate ANOVAS were found to be significant and these
results are summarized in Table 1. As can be seen, high expecta-
tion students created more public interactions with teachers,

provided more appropriate responses to academic questions, and

CERIC 30
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made fewer inappropriate responses to teacher questions than did
low expectztion students. Furthermore, it can be seen that
teachers addressed more public interaction and praise to highs
than to lows. Finally, teachers were observed to criticize
academic resvonses and to provide behavioral feedback about
misconduct more frequently to lows than to nighs.

To consider time effects, the 'ANCVA revealed three signi-
ficant multivariate centroids., Xowever, only two of the nine
ANOVAS associated with these three clusters produced significant
effects, as seen in Table 2. In particular, it was found that
teachers decreased their private interacticn with students as
. the year progressed and that the frequency of student-initiated
academic statements in public increcased as the year progressed.,
Hence, teachers appear to become somewhat less active as the
year progresses and students become more active.

The multivariate analysis for the gender effects revealed
that %wo of the five obscrvational clusters had significantly
different centroids. In subsequent analyses, two of the seven
ANOVAS proved to be significant, as shown in Table 3, It was
found that girls approach teachers more frequently than boys in
private and that teachers provided behavioral feedback about
misconduct more frequently to boys than to girls,

Results from all four interaction effect analyses are pre-
sented in Tables 4 and 5. Two stroneg interactions appear
between time and expectation level and shows that both in terms
of absolute praise and praise per correct response, that praise
drops for all students during the courge of the school year, and
especially for high expectation students. Another finding was

a sex X expectation interaction showing that teachers have

31
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proportionately more of their private interactions with lows, but

expecially low girls.,

1s sio

In sum, our findings replicate previous results found by
investirators usinz the Dyadic loding System, All three of the
behavioral differences cited in Good & Brophy in 1977, that were
retestéd in the present investigation were replicated. Thus, the
data illustrate that teachers behave differently towards high and
low achievers and that these two groups of students behave differ-
ently in the‘classroom.‘

Since there was variance in teacher behavior toward highs
and lows, it was possible to explore the pelarization issue. 1In
general, it appears that teacher and student behavior did not
change appreciably across the year. One notable exception was
the frequency and distribution of teacher praise. In particular,
highs received more teacher nraise early in the year. Such
teacher behzvior may indicate to students which rupils are the
ones to "model" and/or illustrate to the class what type of class~-
room performance the teacher considers desirable.

Interestingly, teacher afforded private contacis with students

decreased as the year progressed while the freguency of child

initiated academic contacts in public increased over time. In
combination, these two patterns may indicate that teachers become
less active as the year goes on, That is, early in the year
teachers may attempt to socialize students into expected roles

and subsequently case up direct efforts in this regard as students

accept their rz2les,

0
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' To conclude, while a general revlication of previous expecta-
. tion behavior linkaces were found, we uncovered some evidence
that teacher differences may fade as the year progresses, whereas

student differences remain fairly stable.

O ‘ "3 ‘r)




Téachers as Predictors of Student Behavior: 30
Expectations in Classrooms

Sherry Blakey
Unfversity of Missouri--Columbia

L

Some Characteristics of the Classroom Observation Procedure.

Observers:

Masters level graduate students ("blind" to all cognitive
measure results).

Observation Scheme:

The Teacher-Child Dyadic Interaction System (Brophy and
Good, 1969) with modifications (Cooper, et al., 1979).

Observer.Training:

Through the use of discussion, classroom transcripts, videotape.

Observation Schedule:

First Obser - .ion: Sept. - Oct. 1978
Second Observation: Jan. - Feb. 1978
Third Observation: Apr. - May 1978

Observer Reliabilities:

For transcripts, k = .84
For videotape, k = .85

In class % agreement (Sept.) = 91%
In class % agreement (Jan.) = 88%
In class % agreement (Apr.) = 74%

S8ehaviors Observed:

Teacher/Student Initiations in Public/Private Settings.

Whether the response or initiation was Appropriate/Part
Appropriate/Inappropriate and Praised/Affirmed Right/Given
No Evaluation/Told Wrong/Criticized by the teacher.

Procedural and Behavioral interactions were also recorded.

Subject Matter Observed:
Social studies, language arts, science.

Observation Duration:

Sept. - Oct. = 7.2 hours per classroom (s.d. = 1.1 hours).
Jan. - Feb. = 9.5 hours per classroom (s.d. = 1.0 hours).
Apr. - May = 8.4 hours per classroom (s.d. = 1.3 hours).

ENC - 34
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Table 1 -
Relations of Teacher Expectations to Some Classroom Behaviors

Level of Expectation

Behavior High Average Low F1 | p
Child Initiations in Public .514 .446 315 7.44 0
Appropria£e Responses 2.41 1.93 1.51 25.93 . 0001
Inappropriate Responses .507 .665 .687 4.38 .045
feacher Initiations in Public 1.92 1.67 1.33 17.41 .0002
Praise .326 .199 .185 17.70 . 0002
Criticism | 023 039 063 5.32 029
Behavioral Interventions . 234 .234 416 n.14 .003
No Evaluation 094 103 a2 < .39
Praise f011owing 9 .
Appropriate Responses +,028 -.030 +.002 1.19 .28
Criticism Following
Inappropriate Responses -.004 -.004 +.008 .1.84 .19
No Evaluation Following

Any Response -.000 +.008 -.008 <] .50

Notes: 1. F-values are for linear expectation effects. No curvilinear effects
proved significant df = 1,30.

2. The three relative feedback analyses use as data the three types
of feedback after they had been residualized by the relevent
response category within each classroom separately. The means,
therefore, répresent the teachers use of feedback relative to
other class members, given equal rates of appropriate and
inappropriate responding. ‘
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Table 2

Classroom Behaviors Found Significantly Related to
Time of School Year

Time of Year

Behavior October February May F] P
Teacher Initiations in Private .36 .28 .19 5.62 R 4
Child Initiations in Public .31 .49 .47 7.49 011

Note: 1. F-values are for linear time effects. No curvilinear effects proved
significant, df = 1,30.

Table 3
Classroom Behaviors Found Significantly Related to
Student Gender
Student Gender

Behavior Female Male F P
Child Initiations in Private .64 42 21N .001
Behavior Interventions .21 42 11.70 .004

Note: df = 1,15.

CERIC | . 36
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Table 4

Classroom Behaviors Found Significantly Related to

Teacher Expectations in Interaction With Time of School Year

Level of Expectation

Behavior Time High Average Low
October .44 .23 21

Praise 1 February .32 .20 18
May .22 17 17
October +.14 +,00 +.03

Praise Following

Appropriate Responses February +.01 -.04 -.01
May -.06 -.05 -.02

Notes: 1. The interaction F-value was 3.21, df = 4,58, p<.02.
2. The interaction F-value was 2.71, df = 4,58, p<.04.

Table 5

Classroom Behaviors Found Significantly Related to

Teacher Expectations in Interaction with Student Gender

Level of Expectation

Behavior Gender High Average Low
Teacher Initiations Female .29 .26 1.21
in Private

Male .24 .25 .43

Note: The interaction F-value was 7.9¢, df = 2,30, p<.002.
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Teacher Perceptions of Personal Control

Gail M. Hinkel

In an atterpt to increase uncdarstanding of when and how
teachers cormunicate differential exrectaticns, it has been proposcd

that interaction contreol rercertions mzdiate the expectaticn-tehavior

relation, especially through the teacher's use of affective feedback
(i.e. praise and criticism). Specifically, it is felt that teachers'
perceptions of interaction control are influenced by three aspects

of classroom context: the interaction initiator, the classroom setting
{public vs. private), and the stable prcbability of success, that is,
the teacher's expectation that a child will succeed or fail. Inter-
action control is viewed, in addition, as having taree dimensions:
content [what the interaction is about), timing {when it occurs),

and duration (how long it lasts). Teachers are said to interpret the
potential success of any single teacher-student interaction in relation
to how these three dimensions of control are influenced by the three
aspects of classrocm‘context. ]

Research by Cobper, Burcger, and Seymour found that teachers
reporf%d more control when they interacted with high expectation students
than when they interacted with low expectaticn students. Teachers also
reportca greater control when they initiated interactions than when X~
changes were student-initiated. Results concerning the setting-(pub1ic
versus private) as}ect of context were obtainad in the prr "icted directicn

(that teachers would feel more contrcl over private fnteractions) but

tended to be very weak. The first objective of the study described in

this paper was to determine if these previous findings could be replicated

{n naturalistic classrooms.

. . 38
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A sccond objective was to determmine how interaction control
mediates the cxpectetion efiect. It is proposed that because inter-
actions with low exrectaticn studants are less controllable than
those with hiins, tcachers icht attempt to charrel interacticns w1th
lows into rore controllable cituctions (i.c. tezrher initiaticns and/
or private s2tzinac). In order to achieve this end, teacchers could
differently ccminister fecdrack to students, degzndent on expectations.
Low expectation students micht be criticized more freely to inhibit
their initictions, and might be praised less frcely in order to avoid
encouraqing initiaticns. Expectation-behavior linkages are found to
be congruent with this model. What remains to te shown, then, is that
interaction control percentions, which are said to mediate this link,
also relate to behavior in the predicted manner. Providing.such a

test was the second and prirary chiective of the present study. Thus,

three general correlc t1ona1 hypotheses were stated. First, the ctudents
over whem teachers felt lcact control would also be the studants rost
often criticized. Second, the students over whem teachers felt most
control were predicted to be the students most often praised. And,
finally, the stucdents cver whom teachers felt leact control would be
the students whose work was most often left unevaluated by the teacher.
After clessroom behavior:l data had teen callected, all teachers
responded to the Personal Centrol Questionnaire. This instrument measures
the three types of teacher perscuaal control (over subject matter, timing,
and duration of an interaction) on separate six-point ' scales (1 = 10
control; 6 = total control). In addition, ecach type of control is

measured separately for five classroom interaction situations:

2q '
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Teacher iritiated public interaction with a raised hand, teacher
fnitiated public interacticn with ro raised hand, student initiated
public interacticn, teacher initiated private interccticn and stucent
initiated private intersciiln.

scrars reeponded to the PCQ (a toteld

-

of 1% questions; 5 situztions x thres control typce) for ecach of their
twelve tarcget stufsznts sarzrataly,

A multivariate é-2lvere of variance produccd significant level
of expectation and situaticn mein effects. Teble 1 presents the maans

associated with ecch dorencent varisble for gach expectaticn level.

Table 2 presents tho noens ef

(e}

iatcd with these enalyses. Univeriate

analyses of variance fcr the separate contro) questions shoued that,

ho

with regard to expectation levels, all thrze control questions revealed
significant Yincar effeccts: as expectation level increased, perceived
control of interaction content, Liming eénd dursticn incréascd. Na
curvilinear expectation effects wore gridonced.

Control owver comtont rna tirdns cholod univenitr iptevection
context effecte. Uderlying cecn of thone etiects wos @ SL00nd jritiator
distincticn: more control over centent and tining was renorted for teachor
than "student initicticnc.  The inttictor doetinction proved nonsignificont
for the duratiorn control qu-sticns, though rains worde 10 2 direction
cimilar to the othor control cuesticns. ine sctiino (publid/private »
distinction was nonsignificent for all three typ o of control.

Table 3 presents the bivariate reloticns of conerat o interection
control with the twelve behavi r frecuencots,  For belueen-cless 7 glations,
the frequency of only cne ccedenic setting wan faurd to significntly
covary with control: the lcss contro) a teacher reported having over the

class the more freguently the ccacher initicted interections in priviate.

e . .;(p
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student was associated with more appropriate r cponcing end less in-

appropriate respopding.
Finally, no foodbaok frenuencs s frund <ior cantly cenciated
with contrel d39iorences witnin clarorol e Ceotrerd wan ewidenood,

howoever. Students over wnoo toachers' felt Jreator conlral were 1oos

likely to heve 1niticiians oo unevaluzticd.
Discussicn

irated carlicer recults concerning the

]

effects of initictor, zctting, and tcachor exps

(o]

ctotion on teachers
percepticr, ¢f rnleraciior c~rrrol.  Mowever, with regard to behavior-
cantrol Yinkices it wes found that the directicon and ma anitude of

relaticns depenzed heavily upon whether the datz referred te voriation
amonc leschore o varietion &mung ctudonts of Lhe fere
the belween-cloeoresms analyse s it wae found that tozchers who reperted

. - - P S S R P S v e L - + .8 e .- P B T
moro -’,‘;L‘.’h.’f”ﬂ contrel torded 4n nave pore stutint THITTaTIONS &nG ey
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different, however. Students over whom teachers felt less control
tended to intorect with the tescher rore frequently nopr ivite. Rearet-
tably, the correlationed nature of the data rake any conclusione ebnt
causal direction purely coniecture, 1t is tempting to propese a cerpen-
satory-tyre systen ¢l work, however. That is, it may be that teachers
gaune their ceneral perception of control over students and then base
their level of their active teaching uron it: 1. general contrel is high

‘

G leos dnitiotiry stonce Troemvun oy 17 @eneray centrol iu i
active direction of acudemics cccurs. Within classroons then, student
characteristics rather then initiaticn may play the compensating role,
and interaction setting is the dominant control consideraticn. I7 the

, . 40 -
setting tends to be more controllable fpri.ate) ¢ less controllable child

']
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{s dealt with. Again, this interpretation assurmes a causal ordering
.among the relations which is not tested in the present data and.some
of the relations 2. cear only weakly. Also, it assures that public
interaciiors are ~are coatrollzanle than private ones, even though
teachers 27d net rencrt tnie 0 te the case.

Finally, ¢nd most i-ro-tantly, relations between feciback and
general ccntrol also choved directional chances, dependent upon whether
classroc s or stucen‘s within-clossrecms were examined. Within class-
rooms, fecdhack and control relatiens were uniformly smali; revertheless,
some tentitive evicence indicated t%at lesser control over a student
covaried with rore frecuent icnoring of student responses. Eetween
classrecors, hovever, use of negative feedback tended to be positively
associated with neneral control. Teachers who felt greater control also
tended rore frecucntly to ignore the participation cf studénts in inter-
actions. This resul® is dinconcictent with the model. 1If, in fact,

teachers uce areater affect to ecteblish control (which is presumebly

lacking in the student), this furcticn manifests itself through their
relative use of necative feedback within the class, not through their
general stylistic decision concerning how much absolute affect to empley.

In general, then, the data indicated that very different processes
may be at work, dependent upon whether the teacher's general style or

within-clessroom deviastions from style were focused on. A first contri-

bution of this study i

i that it highlichts the importence of identifyina

U

the of analysis to which results rertain. In addition, very weak
support for the control-~feedback link was obtained, and only within-

classroors.
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Teacher Perceptions of Personal Control
Gail M. Hinkel

University of Missouri-Columbia

Some Characteristics of the Personal Control Questionnaire

Types of Questions:

Contrel over interacticn 1) content, 2) timing, and 3) duration,.
gauged on six point scales (1 = no/control 6 = total control). Each
type of control is separately reported for five classroom situations
(public raised hand/public no hand/child initiated pubiic/teacher
initiated private/child initiated private).

Score range:

completed by the teacher for each student in tfie class separately,
and a student score could range from 15 to 90." The average teacher
response was 72.31 (sd = 5.05), or slightly less than "a lot of

The questionnaire (containing a total of %} questions) was

control.”

Administration Date:

November only. ‘ ‘ '

Reliability:

The internal consistency of responses for a given student over
all 15 questions was r = .77.

%
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Table 1
Relations of Teacher Expectations to Teacher Interaction Control Perceptions

Level of Expectation

Type of Control Hich Average Low F1 p
Subject Matter 5.00 4.91 4.76 10.63 .005
Timing _ 4,85 4.71 4.66 9.25 .005
Duration ~ 4.90 4.84 4.77 4.73 .05

Note: 1. F-values are for linear expectation effects. No curvilinear effects
were found df = 1,32.

Table 2
Teacher Interaction Control Perceptions as a Function
of Classroom Situation

Type of Control

Classroom Situation Subject Matter Timing Duration
Public with Hands Raised 5.15 4.67 4.90
Public with No Hands 5.10 5.21 4.83
Child Initiation in Public 4,56 4,28 4.80
Teacher Initiation in Private 5.18 5.35 4.91
Child Initiation in Private 4.46 4.18 4.73

Note: 1. For subject matter (F = 50.93, df = 1,64, p<.001) and timing control
(F = 43.84, df = 1,64, p<.001) teacher initiations are perceived as
affording the teacher more control than student initiations.

-~y

L N



42

Table 3
Relations Between Teacher's Perceived Control of Interactions

and fhe Frequency of Observed Classroom Settings and Feedback

Between Classrooms1 Within C'Iassﬁooms2
Teacher Perception of Interaction - Average
Control and Frequency of: Correlation Correlation
Teacher Initiations in Public -.25 +.07
Teacher Iﬁitiations in Private -. 50** | -.08
Student Initiations in Public +.28 - .00
Student Initiations in Private +.36* -.14*
Teacher Procedura1‘1nitiatiohs -.32 -.08
"'\\\<Teacher Behavior Interventions - +.03 -.18%*
Agﬁropriate Responses -.26 +.12*%
Inappropr}ate Responses -.14 | -.15%
Tbtal Responses -.24 -.05

Praise Following an Appropriate
Response : -.10 +.03

Criticism Following an
Inappropriate Response +.37* +.06

No Evaluation Following
Any Response +.37% ~. 14*

Notes: 1. Between classroom correlations were based on the teacher's total
reported control (averaged over 12 students in her class) and
the average observed frequency of setting or feedback per student,
N=17. .

2. Within classroom average correlations were based on the correlations
between a teacher's reported control over each student and the
observed frequency of setting or feedback with that student. To
derive within classroom probability levels the classroom corre-
lations were converted to Z-scores and the Z-scores were entered
sgto gne sample t-tests. For settings df = 16, for feedbacks

= 7 or 8.

* p<, 19,
** <, 05.
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by Jerry M. Burger

Attribution theories are concerned with how the individual perceives
the causes of behavior. Within the classroom sctting many attribution re-
searchers have exatzined the cauces which teachers cite for their students'
successes andj}ailﬁ;es and the relationship between these attributions and
teacher behavior. Research in this area, most notably by Beciman, hag re-
vealed that teacher attribuﬁions are influenced by the teacher's perception
of the students' general ability level. It has been found that high ability
students' successes sre generally attributed to ability or stable effort
while failure is geen as caused by more external and.unstable factors. In
contrast, low ability students' cuccecses are often attributcd to unstable
factors; while their failures are geen as reflecting more table attributes.
This means that for low ability students positive performance doer not neces-
sarily increase a teacher's future expectation for guccess, while failure
may :~e - estimates of {uture succecse This pattern war referred to bty

' One purpose of our investi-

Weiner in 997€ as the “low expectancy cycle.!
gation was to exawine this lou expcctancy cycle within a ficld cetting.

A gecond purpose for examining teacher attributions wis to relate
them to the teachers' use of praice and criticica, or affective feedbacke.
We wanted to compare the results of laborotory exreriments in this area with
those found in field research. Controlled experimenis examining the teacher
attribution-fcedback relationship have typically employed subjects who are
asked to pretend they are teachers and to provide evaluative feedback to
hypothetical studeats in various hypothetical eituations. Thin research
has typicelly found that effort attributions lead to greatcr uce of affec-

tive feedback. In particular, low ability studerte whoce successes are

attributed to high effort are highly rewarded.

.2
~
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Recently;jgooper has introduced an expanded attributional model for
teacher feedbgck whieh includes the notion of ypersonal control. According
to this mcdel, a teachier's first priority within a real classroom setting
may be to emrloy a feedback strategy that saticfies the teacher's desire
for control over classrcom events. Use of fecedback to reflect student
effort may emerge only after control is saticfactorily established. Be-
cause such control may be more difficult to establish with poorer students,
teacherc coy aveid praising strong efforts from thewm. Such praise may cn-
courage fMture loa. control initiations. Feedbick to high ability students,
on the other hand, may be more related to expended effort, because teachers
anticipate greater control over these students' future initiatiors.

The present investipaticn provides an actual classroom context vithin
wvhich %to exomine the relationship betueen teacher attributions, teacher
expectancies and tencher feedback to the student. + provides an cxcellent
opportunity to test tge "di fferenticl c:ntingency'hypothesisg" vhich is

not eacily examined within laltoratory errerimentc.

METHC(D

To acsesSteachere' attributions of students' successes and {ailures,
each teacher was piven an oven-ended attribution questionnaire immediately
folloving each of the three observaticn perieds. Tris questionnaire called
for the teacher's attributions for successful and unsuccessful academic
performances by each of the 12 target students. Teachers were asked to
1ist each reacon and then provide the percentage of time this reacon ap-
plied to the student's performance.

Teacher responses to the quectionnaires were then placed into one of

18
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12 attribution categories, according to a coding ccheme develored by Cooper
.and Burger (in press). The twelve categories ran be found on rage 15 of
the handout. The questicnnaire responses were categorized by two scorers

who vere kept blind as to the student's ability level.

RESULTS

Ve began our analyses by examining the relationship between the tea-
cher!s level of expectation for the student, the time of year, and the per-
centage of the causal uttritution citation. The 12 astribution categories
were first subjected to rultivariate analyses of variance groured by inter-
nal stable, effort related and external cuausest. Only those effects which
produced signifcant multivariate F values were examined with univariate F
tests. As Table 1 in the handout reveal:, significant linezr effects were
found for four of the original 17 categories. Higher expectations were asso-
ciated with mcre immediate effort and family citations as causes of acade¢m-
ic performance. In addition, the lower the expectation level, the more
likely attention and the task were cited as the performance causce

Table 2 examines the relat.onship betueen attribution citation and
level of expectation when performance outcome is included in the analysic.
As cau be seen in the table, ability, acquired characteristics, and stable
effort were most often ceen as causes of high exvectation students' suc-
cesces and of low expectation students' failures. The significant effect
found for tné subject matter category may be due primarily to the failure
condition. Teachers tended to cite a lack of interest in the subject matter
@s & cause of high students® failures more often thun of low student's

fallures. Finally, good directions and instruction was cited most often
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when lovis succeeded and bad directions and instructions were‘cited most of-
ten when highs féiled.

Other analyses conducted on the data can be found in Tables 3 through
5. Time does not rerzit a detailed exanination of these data here, 50
jnterestrd individuals can exatine these tables at their convenicencee.

Next, the relations between teacher attributions and the teacher's

)
use of praise and criticisn in the classroon was examined. In the manmer
described by Sherry Blakey, the feedback measures were created by residual-
izing the praice and criticism scores using the frequency of appropriate and
inappropriate resronses as predictors. When no examples of praise or
criticicm vere found in a elassroom during a particular observation per-
iod, that classrcom was dropped #1041 the within-class analyses. The praice
and criticism measures were then related to three attribution caterories,
internal stable, effort related and external. Individual attributions were
céllapsed to increase varisbility in teacher citations. In all aises praise
is related to success attributions and criticism to failure attributions.
The correlations between these varicbles by time of the school year are
presented in Tables 6 and 7. Table 6 presents the between-clasocroom rela~
tions, while Table 7 provides the within-classroom findingse.

Turning firct to Table 6, it can be seen that no significant relations
were found betwveen a teacherbs average use of praisc and average causal
category citation. This was true for all three observation periods. How-
ever, a consistent pattern across time can be found in these data, suggest-
ipg that a teacher's amount of praising is generally positively related
to her citation of interaal stable causes for students' successes, and
negativély related with the citation of external causes of success. On
the other hand, severai significant effects were fcuad for the eriticism

50
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measure. In Noverber, teachers who perceived their student's failures

as most often caused by a lack of ability, or somre other stable student
attritute, vere moct likely to criticize a given inavpropriate renponsce
Avernge use of criticisa was also positively related to teocher citatien
of effort causes and negatively related to external cauces. While thic
same general pattern w;s found for the effort and external attributions
in the February samrle, the intemnal stable attribution relaticnship with
criticien was reverced. By the May sample, any relationship cetwecen the .
three attribution dimensions and criticigm had virtually disaypeared.

Table 7 precents the attribulion citiuticn-affective feedbock rela-
tionships for the within-clossroon analycise As has been found earlier,
the within-clascrooz analysis provides results dromatically different
from those obtained with the between-classroon approach. In this table
we are examining the feedvack to and attributicns feor particular students
in relatic = to their clarsmales. As can be seen in Table 7, there appears
to be 1little relation betuesn the teacher's citation of internal stable
and effort-related causes for succe 5 and the relative frequency with
which the student gets preoised. However, a positive ralationship batween
the attribution of success to external cauces and the uce of praise does
seem to emerge. Students whose succesces tend to be more externully caused
rolative to their classiates alco tend to receive more praice. A sulice-
quent breakdovm of thece relationships into the four causal catagories which
make up the external dimension revealed that the attributions of tack and
directions underlie the effect. Thus, students who vere ceen as succeeding
because they rerformed at appropriate togks and followed directions were

revarded with rore frequent praize than were those vhose arformances were
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seen as caused by other factors.

In exanining the relationsnip betvween criticism and attributiens,
eriticism aprears to decreace ag the teacher rerceives internal stable
causes for the students' fuilurec, ard apain appears to increase as the
teacher perceives external couses of the failure. While a significant
negative relation betveen criticism and effort-related attributions did
emerge in the Febraury sanrle, the caall positive relationships found
for the other two obgervation reriods ma%e the conclusions drawn about
this relationchip sorewhat nebulous. Again, an informal analysis of
the four external attributions revealed relatively nore criticicm went
tc students whose failures were scen as do to inappropriate tasks or not
followving directions.

Finally, Table 3 presents the average within-classroom partial corre-
l1ations beteen effort-reluted Faqsal uttributions and recidualized praise
for high and low expectati-n students separately. For this analyeis, the
high expectation group was comprised cf the eix students wvitli the highest
absolute expectation rankings within each classroom, while the six lowest-
ranked students constituted the low expectation groug. Praise and fcedback
were correlated with one another for each expectation group separately
within each class. As can be ceen in the table, the general pattern vhich
emerges sugrests that high expectation students are more often praised
for effort-attributed successes than are low expectation students. It
is important to note that, once again, the pattern emerges most strongly
in November. Criticism was not analyzed in thic manner becauce of its

Jow incidence.

9
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DISCUSSITH

Let me briefly now roint cut a fow of the nuTerous findin~as which
emerged from thig set of data. Pirst, the low exrictansy ercle was ruli~
ctantiated here, ac we found low expectatiaon staloats! cuccesnes attributed
to external causes vhile their fidlurer -ore attrituied to internal coulrs,
Second, only limited evidence &S fcund in our real neademic cetting for
the typical laboratory finding ot a pocitive relation hetween effort
citation and feedbock. Specificslly, cnly in reiation te total clase
differences did a otrong effexrt citation=-criticicm relaticn ererge.
Within clacsrooms, on the other hand, an unexpected rocitive relationship
;a5 fcnd betucen both praise ~nd criticisa and the citaticen of extcrnal
causes of student rerforTancca. Ve found scrme indication thuat students
folloving dircctions and working at aypropriate taskc werc roct likely
to be praised, while students not following directions or voriing on
inappropriate tasiis were moct likely to be criticicede. Thene recults
can be anterpreted in sup:iort of {:a notion thnt tencher percertions o
control and their affective feedbaci to the student are related. Finally,
the differential contingency hypothesis reccived only weax surport. It
seemed some distinction in the relation between effort citations end
praige for high and low expectation students war found in Noverber, Hovever,
only nonsignificant, but directicnally supportive, relations were found
in the other two observation periods In cummary, it scemc feir tc con-
clude that our data once agai point to the importance of excmining, teacher
gttritutions vhen exwsining l1ink between strvdent perforannce end teacher

feedback in the clascroome.



Teachers as Attributors of Student Performance
Jerry M. Burger

Some Propertics of the Ateributinn Meacure

Type of Questiecns:

Open-enced refr mses 10 100 copntion Twhon thio etndint {eyconran!
;a‘}s) :'t uﬂ ’ a‘-,..-“\-‘ t,"' s—-‘: 1% f::.;\ :.”0 a0 aee ey «:)'.. AT
acrurvonce TFQ meerenTaoe ¢ ot g cttLatar Ol SRR R T
was then oatinocod.
Administration Dates:
November, February and May,
Coding Systso:
Responses were coded, ecccrding to the fooper and turzer
(in press) systom, into on2 ¢f tiel.s cotegories
ability

previous experien

acquired craricteristics {habits sttitudon)
stable effart )
interect in the subject matler

imnediate effort

attenticn
physiolcgicai ¢
directicns or
the task

family hacknorouns
other «tudrnt-

Score Range:

Attributions were collected for succece and faiiure separately
and for each ctudent scparately. FPercentanes for each colegesy
could range frim Q to 00,

Reliability oF Codinn:

Novermber F = .89
February k = .77.°
May k = .BC.

Measurement (reation:

Three attribution r -asure. were created, for succecs and failure

separately, to relato *o bobaviors:

1} € of internal 12 Ltrrinutionn o LniTit 2 nrey it penart-
ence + acquired ChdfuLt?Y’Sti(S.

2) % of effort-related attributions = stable effort « interest in
the subject matter + irmedizte effort + stlention.

3) % of external attributions = directions or instruction + task
+ family background + other stucents.
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Table 3
Relaticns of Ferforiince Qutcome ond Percentage of
Causal At*ributicon Citations
e Performance uteere
Attritution Success, Ferlure F p
Abilit, 17.6 £.1 G 57 GO
Stable Effcrt | 13.8 2.7 16.65 .001
Subject Matcor .5 4.0 4.19 .06
Immediate f77ort 16.6 25.1 10.50 .005%
Attention , 10.2 16.0 6.85 .02
Directions znd Instruction 7.4 13.0 15.72 .002
Other Students 2.0 4. 3.92 .07
Notes: df = },15.
Table 4
Relations of Time ¢f School Year and Percentage of
Causal Attributicn Citations
Time of Scnool Year
Attribution Octobier  Ferayery May F! P
Ability 13.7 13.3 8.9 4.85 .04
Acauired Characteristics 7.7 9.7 14.8 11.45 .002

Notes: 1. F-values are for linear time of year effects. No curvilinear effects
were found. df = 1,30.

Table 5
Relations of Causal Attribution Citations to Performance Qutcome
Ir Interaction with Time of School Year

Performance Qutcome

Attribution Success - Failure -
o Qct. o Febo o oMay o _Oct. Feb. o May
Ability (.02)* 21,3 19.7  12.8 6.2 7.0 5.0
Task (.03, 4.5 4.4 8.9 11.7 4.3 9.7
) o . Hotes: '
' EB!S; 1-‘ P-1eve1§ for each attribution are gg?gented in parentheses. df ,30.

~
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Table 6

Between-Classroom Relations of Causes for Performance

and the Frequency of Affective Feedback

Type of_ﬂffgctiygﬂfeedbqgg}

e o mmm s = e e e mmmtra Sroemam S e em——— s e - v oot Y2

Percent of Fericrmance, Praise Followinn Criticism Following
Outcomes Attrihuted to™: Time Appropriate Responses Inappropriate
Response
November +.36 4+ 63**
Internal Stable February +.11 -.58*
Causes
May +.13 -.1
November -.19 +.63**
Effort-Related February -.00 +.54%
Causes _
May -.00 +.00
November -.25 -.46*
External ‘ February -.10 ~.H
, Causes
May .16 -.00
Notes:

1. To create the praise and criticism measures, the average freguency of praise
and criticism in each classroom was residualized by the classroom's average
frequency of appropriate or inappropriate responding. As such, measures
represent the relative frequency of affect, given equal responding rates
across classrooms.

2. This measure is the average percert of citations of each causal cateqory
by the teacher. Praise is relatec to causal citations for success and
criticism is related to causal citations for failure. N = 15 or 16.

* nc.13
*+ p<, 04
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Table 7
Average Within Classroom Relations of Causes for Performance

and the Frequency of Affective Feedback

Type of Affective Focdback’
Percent of Performance Praise Following Criticism Following
Outcomes Attributed to: Time Appropriate Responses Inappropriate Respons
November +.04 - 17%%
Internal Stable February -.12* -.11*
Causes
May -.05 -.086*
November -.04 +.05
‘Effect-Related *k
+ -
Causes February .02 30
May -0 +.01
November +.08* +.09
External " + k%
Causes February +.13 L3
May +.09 +.14%
Hotes:

1. To create the praise and criticism reasures, the frequency of praise and
criticism received by each student was residualized by the student's appropriate
or inappropriate responding. Residualization was carried out for each class
separately. As such, feedback measures represent a student's relative re-
ceiving of affect from the teacher given equal responding rates within the class.

2. This measure is the percent of citation of each causal category for each student
in the class. Percent citation and residualized feecback were correlated for
each classroom separately. The average correlation for the sample of class-
rooms is presented. N = 12 to 16 for praise and 7 or 8 for criticism.

*  p<.l©

**  p<,03

e
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Table 8

Average Within-Classroom Correlations Betueen Effort-Related Causal Attributions

and Praise for High and Low Expectation Students Separately

Expectation Leve]l

p-level
Time of Year High Low of difference
November +.05 -.11 .05
February +.01 -.03 -
May +.06 -.02 -
Notes:
&

1. Students within each classroom were divided intc two expectation
groups based con a mean split. Correlations between the teacher's
percent of effort-related causal citations for the student and
the students residualized praise were then cemputed for each
expectation g¢roun separately. The two correlations witnin cach
clacs were then cenverted to Z-scores before inference testing.

2. p-levels are tased on paired observation t-tests, one-tailed
November N = 16; February N = 11; May N = 15.
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Student Ferceptions of Fersonal control

John Sterling

efs ccncorning,

o

There has been much speculation that el
internal versus external ccntrcl of events are rela*ed to achieve-
ment motivation and may be important ar*ocedents to positive
performance in school. For instance, nur.erous studies cshow that
students who percieve their efforts as controlling their outcomes
are higher in achievement motivation. ‘hile some ha-e investirated
the family background roots of locus of contrdl, only recently

.have researchers begun to look for antecedents'in the classroon
jtself. One instance of such theor121ng is Lweck's speculatlon
on how dlffgrence° in control\bellefs between malev and femalec
can be gencrated by differing classroon behavior patterns.

0of particular interest here is that the expectation communi-
cation model prepeses that teachers may structure rewards for
high expectation students more contingent on effort than for
low expectation students. If this is so, and Jerry's paper
provides some evidence that it is, then we would expect to find
thét low erpectatibn students percieve less effort-outcome
covarlatlon than- hlgh expectation students and, perhaps, see
themselves as gencrally less responsible for success and failure.

We might further predict that since as the use of criticism

increases the contxnnency behind it may more irequently become

teacher control, students who recieve the most criticism may

wa ®

@
]
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Student Ferceptions

.

also feel the lezst effori-outcome covariation. Thesge two hype-
theses for—ed %I s majecr rationale tohind this raver, (n an
exploratory level, howecver, we were interested in examiring
how locus cf corntrol beliefs relate to t'me of school year and
how effort-outcorc covariation beliefs relate to other classroom
behaviors,

In order to examine these questions the Intellectual Achieve-
ment Recponsibility sczle was administered to all 2CL students
in our sample, in toth September and iay. The IAR asis 34 forceed
choice questioné concerning the cauces of personal académic
outcomes. For example, one question on the IAR reads, "When
you learn something quickly in school is it usually (a) because
you raid close attention, or (b) because the teacher explained it
clearly?". Responses can be summed to form internality for
suééess, internzaliiy for failure and effort subscalces. Internal-
ity for success and failure scores can range from 0 to 17, with
17 equal to the greatest internality. Effort-outcome covariation
can range from 0 to 16, with 16 meaning effort is always cited
as the cause,

Internal consistency estimates for both September and Lay
were comparable to those reported by the scales authors.

Table 1 of your handout presents the relationship between
teacher expect tion and the three IAR subscalts, A significant

multivariate analysis of variance for the expectation main effect

61
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Student Fe.rceptions

was found and underlyins univariate analyses of variance were
periormed, These revealed thot ctudent rosporces on all three
sﬁbscales were vositively linearly related to level of teacher
expectation., In the cace of faillure the tnivariate expectation
effect was sismificant. In genereal, then, it was found that
higzher exrzctation students took more personal responsibility
for their acadenmic outcomes.

A sigmificant rultivariate analysis of variance ef cct was
also found for s*udent render. Table 2 presents the relevant
underlyins means. The underlying univariate analysis revealed
significantly hicher responsibility taken for success by females
than males. A trend also indicated that fermales tended to pcrcieve
more effort-outcome covariation than males. No significant
effects were fourd involvine the time of the echool ycar.

Table 3 presents the between~ and within-clacoreon cerrclations
involving the effort-outccme covariation scale and eleven of ovur
classroom behavior measures.

First, examining the btetwcen classroom corrclations, we found
that = both September and lay teacher initiations in public and
average student effort-outcomne beliefs were reluted: In class-
rooms where the teacher made more frequent public initiationg,
the clascrooms' average belief that efforst producced outcomes was
also hirher, . When academic initiziions in general are cxanined,

it appeared that, in September, more teacher initiating and less

‘ [
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Student Ferceptions

4

s+udent initiatin- wen* on in classrooms with stronrer ~fforti-

outccr.e covaristioen belicfs, Zy May, novever, it orprarad kot
settins ani not initizior iz crucial, It was found that cla
rooms Vith the wo=t rublic and the least nrivate rezvondin<
regardless of initintor, are also the classrooms vwith tue hi-nest

effort-outcome covariztion beliefs.

Turning to non-aczdemic interactions we founa that, in lay,
in clascrooms with more tehavioral interventions the sfudents
expresced the lower effort-outsome beliefs. Eizsh effort-outcone
classrooms also tended +o have generally more student rescvonding,
especially appropriate respendirz, Finally, between classrooms
it was found, especiaily in iay, that more relative criticism
in a classroom a5 associated with less effort-outcome belief on
the part of clans menbtors,

Turnir~ to within clascroon relations, the September analycses
produced srveral reliable effort-outcome belief and acadenic
interaction associations, Within classrooms, sctting again seemed
to be the most imporiont variavle; studen*s doing the most public
respondins, and the least private recponding evidenced higher
effort-outcome beliefg than their clascmates. In Nay, high
effort-outcornc belief students exhibited relatively more pro-
cedural question asking. As with the between analysis, relatively
high effort-o :tcome belief studenis did genefally more responding,

especially approrriate responding. And finally, no recidualizo”

53
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Student rerceptions

feedbach meacure preoduced a simmificant relation with effort-

+i -ism followin~ inarrcrriate

b

outcore Teli~’ s, Tcuover, Cr
responsas was ctron’ly ne~ntively related to student effort-
outco..2 bolicl in Jeptembor.

In relation to the predictibns then, qualificd support was
found. Th2 nrediction tY:t expoctations an’ affort-outcome
beliefs would be positively lincgrly related was supported,
though the efif2ct was not strong.

The prediction that effort-outcore beliefs and criticism
would be neratively r-lated w2as supported between classroons.
With®: eclassroons, however, where the model is believed to be
the nost relevant, the relation may be evidenced oﬁly in September.
Finally, it might also be noted that the relation uncovered here
between ~ender and locus oF control, was opposite to that assumed
by others. Tt is, we found female ‘o nave clightly higher
effort-outcone belicis and generzlliy hirher yersonal control
beliefs than boys. This evidence is contrary to that presented
by Dweck and Reppucci in 1973,

To conclude, the data supported the prediction that expectation
and effort-outcome beliefs are positively relited, though the

relation is not strong, ecpecially within the classroom.
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Student Perceptions of Personal Control
John Sterling
Some Characteristics of the Intellectual-Achievement Responsibility Scale

Typee of Quzctions:

The IAR asks 3¢ forced choice guestions corcerning the causes
of academic outcomes. For eacn question, wnich presents a
hypothetical aczceric situatiin, one cossible response cites
an internal cause and the otrer cites a significant other as
cause.

Administration Dates:

September and May.

Measurement Creation:

Responses can be surmed to form internality for success, in‘ ternality
for fajlure and effort-outcome covariation subscales.

Score Range:

Internality for success and failure scores can range from O to 17
(17 = greatest internality). Effort-outcone covariation can range
from 0 to 16 (16 = effort is always the cause).

Reliability:

Success subscale internal consistency = .46 in September and .56
in May.

Failure subscale internal consistency

.65 in September and .68
in May.

Effort-Outcome Covariation subscale internal consistency = .61
in September and .61 in May.

These reliabilities are comparable to those reported by the
instrurents authors (Crandall, et. al., 1965).

R
<1




Table 1

Relations Between Teacher Expectations and Student

IAR Subscale Response

Level of Expectation

Subscale High Average Low Fl P

Success : 13.87 13.52 13.19 3.20 .09
Failure 11.01 11.02 10.07 6.62 .02
Effort 11.82 11.72 11.31 1.28 --

Notes: 1. F-values are for linear expectation effects. No curvilinear affects were
found. df = 1,30. The MANOVA F-value associated with this effect was
3.06, df = 6,56, p<.012.

Table 2
Relations Between Student Gender and Student

IAR Subscale Responses

Student Gender

Subscale Female Male ' F p
Success 13.74 13.29 7.49 .02
Failure " 10.79 10.61 <] --
Effort 11.83 11.45 2.56 .13
Notes: df = 1.15. The MANOVA F-value associated with this effect was 3.34,

df = 3,13, p<.053.
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_ 63
Relations of Student Effort-Outcome Covariation Beliefs and
the Frequency of Classroom Settings and Feedbacks
Between-Classroors Within-Classrooms
Correlations’ - Average Correlation ?

Student Effort-Cutcome Covariation

Beliefs and Freguency of September Hay September May
Teacher Initiations in Public +.37% +, 38* +, 13 +.09
Teacher Initiations in Private +.12 -.04 - 12%* +.04
Student Initiations in Public -.23 +.18 +,07** -.0
Student Initiations in Private -.05 -.22 -.02 +.08
Student Procedural Interactions +.03 +.03 -.03 +.17*
Teacher Behavioral Interventions +.23 -.22 -.08 1.08
Appropriate Responses +.28 +.37% +.11* +.09
Inappropriate Responses +.25 +.20 -.01 +.04
Praise Following an Appropriate

Response -.00 -.22 ~-.0 +.05
Criticism Following an Inappropriate
- Response -.26 -.56** ~-. 1 +.07
No Evaluation following

Any PResponse -.1 +.06 -.07 +.02

Notes: 1. Between-classroom correlations were based on the average student effort-outcome
covariation in a class and the average frequency of the setting or feedback.
N = 16 for both September and May.

2. Within~-classroom average correlations were based on the correlations hetween
- student's effort-outcome covariation and their frequency of setting or feed-
back for each class separately. To derive within-classrocm probability levels
the classroom correlations were converted to Z-scores and the Z-scores were
entered into one sample t-tests. For settings df = 16, for feedbacks, df = 7 to 13.

* p<.19.
** p<.05.

*y
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feacicr bohiovicr tooatd stadents norcerved too be haah and low
Achievere were ebratned. Ce feri that hehavioral suooert tor the
theoretrcal me folgdn pon-xere subjedts Do oS g nore ritorous
teat o the obancotelioe of s moeel,

T\u“l(i TR ot " S T T ot et tho tact
that serme tedvbers 4 feropntioite n therr behavior toward hion
and 1ow cludents, Fesults renctted 1n Gaorry Clawey s opaner RS
trate that it wos possible to reobicate this findine even in "marvi-
nail' subjecl arcas, Thu%./ it “ees not avpear to be the case that
teachers pay more attention to lews in less-important subject arcas
(where, hypothetically, there minht be less pressure on teachers to
get the cight answer, maintain momentun, ctc.). Indeod, there is
ample cvidence to support the contertion that the averare high
student avjweary 10 refeive feedbacl that 1s superior (hoth quantita-
tively and qualitativelv) to that o tained by the aver.‘aqe low student.
Individual Bfirmnees

1t 1+ 1mportent to nete that the data renerted in Sherrv's
paper dencrite celatnene oy thai were oblained for the entire
sample of teachere. Our informal examination of data from individual
clisorooms sunpests that differential teaching behavior toward
high and low students was present in only somc classrooms. Hence,
this rescarch, like previous studies (e.q. Rfophy and Good, 1974),
illustrates that differential teaching behavior i a common, but
not universal, findin~. This important aualification needs te bhe
recoonized.

/

Also, it is important to build uoon this findina in subse-

quent data analvses. 1t will be important for us to examine class~

rooms where differential teaching behavior was observed to sec

what patterns of relationships emerqe in this sample. Is it the

Pl
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casce that more volarization occurs in these classrooms than was

¢

found in the sample as a whole? That is, do low students in

these classrconms aporoach their teachers less in the snring than
they did in the fall (or anproach their teachers less 1n the snring
relative to other lov students who were in rocs where differential
teaching was not -evidenced in the sorina)?

Simllar{y. it is possible that teachers' attributions or
students’ attributions in this sample of classrooms differ from
the ceneral »attern of findines reported in the papers bv Jerry

.

Burcer and John Sterling. Ve anticipate conducting several follow-up
studies to explore such possibiliti‘es.

Teacher Cozonitidn--Tecacher Rehavior ‘

Given that differential teaching behavior was evidenced

in some classrooms, it was possible to explore the linkage between

teacher cocgnition and behavior. Gail Hinkel's paper -examined

the relationship between a measure of teachers' personal control
I P

. - A .

and classroom behavier. The data she reports reveals some support

]

for this relationshi'-n but the evidence is far from' CU;HPE_’].I.iH?.'
Several import#nt 'qualifica:tions need to be exnressed.
First, the personal control measure is only one teacher beliefl or
cognition that may influence classroom teaching. any beliefs may
mediate the personal conirol—-behavior link. To cite butswo, 1
suggest these as plausible mechanisms: (1) Teachers' btelicfs about
personal cfficacy and (2) teachers' beliefs about };he socioemotional

LS

impact of their behavior on students.
’

Teachers who feel that the classroom behavior and perfor-

mance of lows are modifiable and those who feel that the learning

performance of lows is largely beyond their immediate control

71 :



' may behave differently in the classroom, even thouch their personal
control heliefs are similar. Simlarlv, teachers' behavior mavhh‘e
influenced hv their belicfs about the social nceds of individual
studentse.

As a case in pcint, cnc icacher 1n the debrieting session

indicate” taat she didn't stav -oith lows after an incorrect regponse

hecause she didn't want to erbarrass students, Teachers who
believe that students will be embarrassed f(and subsequent motivaticn
for p;zrformance Jowered) if thev stav with them and work for a

. ' successful response may be less likely to stay with lows even thouch
their personal control needs are low.

Given the percent of variance explained by the personal
control belief measure, it seems reasonable to believe t'hat more
statistically significant resul.ts would have been produced if other
teacher beliefs had been measured. ln our subsequent ‘research,
we anticipate the d-velopment and use of a teacher efficacy mcasure.

It should also be noted that teachers in this sample
were all exoverienced teachers. It is possible that first and seccond .
year teachers would exhibit stroncer personal control-behlvior
rclaiionships than were evidenced in this ;tudy. This reasoning is
ba.scd upon Fullycr's (1969) developmental theory of teachine. Fuller
has contended that Eeginhinq teachers are more concerned with sclf
and cc;ntrol ("Can 1 control students?" "VWill 1 beg likexd?") than are
experienced tea;:hers. She squcsié that teacher-s proaressively become
more concerned with student lcarning.

‘ Vhether or not better rclationships between the personal

control measure and cla«<sroom behavior would be found with a

o

''''''
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sample of relativelv inexnerienced teachers is an empirical questicon,
It is also possible that stronqer correlations miaht he obhtained in
schoole where manaterial isstues are more salient (because of areater
variations in the student nooulation) than w[as the case 1n this

tt

samnle of “aiddle class' scheels. The linkacge hetveen teache
cognition and classroem hehavicr obtainad in this samnle was
disappointina. However when one considers the historv of social
psycholegical attemnts to link. beliefs and behaviors, the present

results can be secen as somewhat encouraging.

Within and Petween Classrcom Analvses

Ironically, it was found that in manv cases laraer cerrela-
tions were obtained when data vere analyzed with a between strateny
than. when a within classroom model was employed. Obviously,
our rescarch model was largely metivated by our interest in within
classroom variations in teacher behavior. However, as. Harris
pointed cut in his overview paver, we have bgcome interested in
both within and between scurces of variatién and the data reported
here enhance this interest.

Perhaps the personal contro. measure of teacher thinking
and behavior as proxied by the teacher personal control measnure is
more sensitive to differences between teachers than other belicf
measures (c.g., a measure of c‘t'fica'cy might be more sensitive to
within classroom variations). llowever, the importance of between
classroom differences is also illustrated by the findings reported in
Jerry Burger's paper. Data found‘in the recent tcaéhcr effectiveness
literature (c.p. Good, 1979; Good and Growws, 1'970.; Brophy and

Evertson, 1976) also illustrate the power of between classroom data

analysis models.

-\I
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Only subsequent research will help us to explore the
circumstances under which either model will nroduce more sensitive
and morc apnropriate analysis., It is probablv the case that there
was less variance in student characteristics (e.2. aptitude, sccic-
econemic status, and so forth) in our sample thar in other teacher
expectation studies. As the variance in student characteristics within
the sample of classrooms increases, it may be that greater differ-
ences in teacher behavior within classrooms occur and hence more
powerful results are obtained through the use of within-data
analysis strategies.

Again, it is the case that a more coherent picture will
emerge only with more research and conceptual interpretations
of such findings. Still, the present data suggest that at least
for some data different patterns and implications are suggested
by the between and within models. It would seem frui.tful for
future investicators to use both strategies in examining and report-

ing their findingas.

Teacher Sehavier Toward the Zntire Class

A potential weakness of this study and 'a weakness that
marks most tcacher cxpectation studies is the fact thqt only teacher
behavior that was expressed to individual students was coded.
This orientation is understandable, eiven that teacher expectation
studic;s have been designed to uncover 'vithin classroom variation
in teacher bebavior (i.e. differential behavior toward high and
low students). Because of the notable diffcrences in teacher bchavior
across classrooms uncovered in this study, it a;)pears important

to study sources of tcacher expectations that may be communicated

to the whole class or to groups of students.
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The work of einstein (1976) provides an emoirical illustra-
tion of the possible bencfits of cxaminina teacher behavior toward
the class cenerallv or te suboroups of students. She reports that
some teachers mav inadvertentlv erode the performances of sore
arcuns by the wav thev nublicallv refer te tne "berter” crouns.

Che suqgests that comments like "Jeeyv's arouvn has all of this to do
beca;.xse thev are very smart and this is more difficult”™ rav help to
sensitize students to their diffcrential potential and to lower the
effort of certain students.

In future work, we want to attempt to accommodate such
possibilities by coding general teacher comments as well as their
expressions to individual students. Obviously, it is impossible
to study all forms of classroom communication in a single research
project, and the attempt to assess comnrehensively all dimensions
may result in poor and incomplete measurement of any single aspect.
Still, it may 5e possible to increase the robustness of observational
measures bv samnnlina teacher behaviors toward individuals, student
groups, and entire ciasses i the samne study.

Student Mediation

1 have previously mention~d scine problems w.th teacher
and obhservational instrumecntation. Another limitation of the present
study is imposed by thc rescarch instrument that was utitized
to tap student responscs. Although the 1AR provides a nseful
"shadow" of student beliefs about their control of learning outcomes,
it appears relatively pale aloneside the rich co‘mplexity of beliefs
and strateaies that may motivate student classroom behavior.

A glimpse of possible student motivation that may noi
be mirrored in "I1AR-like" instruments appears in the following

quote from Sheperd (1973):

-3
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't and Schwartz and “oczniewski sat so far back in
the classroom that the blackhecard was conly a vacue rumor
1o us. ‘fiss Schiclds was a shiftine fiaure in the haze on
the distant horizon, .er voice a faint but ominous drone
sunctuated bv squeakinz chalk. Within a short time I hecame
adept at reacdias the inflect:on, if not the content, of those
Far-off soun.s. sonsein~ instantly ohen danzer was locomine.
Nanager mcant -imoly heins colied on. Lid3 in the front of
the classroom idn't acw tac meanina of anoer. \ce oS
tacers, ey loved nothine more than to cdirsplav their irtmense
vnowledee bv wravins their hands franticallv even befere
auestions were as'zed. Teodav, when I think of the classrooms
of my youth, [ sce 1 forest of wavin© hands between ~e
and the teacher. Thev were the sniartasses who went on to
become corporation presidents, TV talk-show guests and owners
of cahin cruisers.

1 made it a point to wear bland-colored clothes, the
better to blend into the backcround. 1 learned to weave mv
bYody from side to side, dronning 3 shoulder here, shifting
my neck a few degrees to the riqht there, with the crucial
object in mind of alivavs keenine a line of «ids hetwcen
me and the teacher's eaqle eye.

For those rare but inevitable occasions—-say, durina
a chicken-pox epidemic--when the ranks in the rows ahead
were tro thin to nrovide adequate cover, 1 practiced the
vacant-eyeball ploy, which has since become a ponular device
for junior executives the world over who cannot afford to
be nailed by their scniors in sales conferences and other
perilous situations. The vacant evehall appears to be looking
attentively but, in fact, sees nothin~, 1t is a blank mirror
of anonvmity. 1 learned earlv in the 2ame that if thev don't
catch vycur eve, thev aoen't call on vou. Combined with a
fixed facial ecxpression of deadnan alertness-—neither too
deadpan nor too alert——this technique has Hheen known to
render its practitioner virtually invisible. (p. 144)

It may be that student learning is affected not only

by observahle teacher behavior but also by the interpretation

that students assian to given teacher behaviors. That students’

effort-outcome perceptions do not have higher relationships with

identifi«ble forms of teacher behavior may bte in part duc to the

fact that certain patterns of interaction with the teacher mean

f

different things to different students.

One of the common assumptions made by teacher expectation

writers is that teachers selectively perceive and interpret student

behavior. However, as 1 have noted elsewhere (Good, in press),

s
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students also are likelv to interpret teachers' classroom behavior
sclectively. Students who feel that tcachers ask questions to provide
students a chance to talk and/or allow the teacher to fill time
may resoond with different levels of attentien and effort than
the student who feels that e or she is boing judoed. 'lence,
critical teacher feedback about incorrect responses may hother
student:. who merceive that thev are beina judaed, hut be irrclevant
to students who feel that tcachers ask questions ~nly to fill time.
It is possible to argue that various student traits may
be associated with their perception of classroom cvents. Braun
(1976) has arcued that children who vossess a hich sclf-concept
may be less suscentible to teacher expectation cffects. Presumahly,
such self views may mediate how students perceive and/or react
to teacher behavior. Very little is known about student views
of classroom events, althouech there are some encouraging sians
of rescarch interest in this topic (VWeinstein % Middlestadt, in
press; Noyle, 1978; Stinek, 1977; Yinne and Marx, 19777 Nash, 1973).
Althouch the issues surrounding student mediation hypothe-
ses are complex and involve numercus mclholﬂoloqical problems,
the possible payoff from integrating such perspectives more fully
into classroom work on teacher expectancy effects is intriguing.
The model we used in last year's research made some atten pt
in this direction by using the IAR as a proxy for assessinq. stu-
aents' views of the classroom. We hope to enhance our effort
in this year's research effort by measuring students' sensitivity
¢
to nonverbal classroom cues (Rosenthal et al., 1979).
Another attempt to explore students' perceptions of classroom

events was included this past year. In particular, we asked students

to complete a questionnaire that asked them to indicate the various

ERIC : 77 "
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frequencics of teacher behavior that they received relative to
classmates. Questicns were written to parallel manv of the obser-
vation measures that were collected hv chservers (c.c. in relation
to other sturents in the classrocem does vour teacher call on veu
more often, ahout the same, or less than other students?}. Teachers
were also asked to iespond to this questionnaire for cach tarset
student. It will thus He possible for us to assess students’ percep- )
tions of certain classroom events and to compare their assess-
ments with those ¢f classrocm teachers as well as classroom coders.
The congruence {or lack thereof) hetween students, tcachers, .
and observersrepresents an intercsting iscue. Available evidence
sugaests that "witnesses' of classroom drama may very wvell see
different "plays" (e.g. Yook and Rosenshine, 1979).

Ve also sec the measurement of student Derce.t)tions as
an interestina form of a validity check on the model. If students

do not! pcrceive differential teache behavior, then certain explana-

tions of a tcacher exnectaticn mecdel (the social psvcholoaical)
would appear to become more difficult to areue. That is, if students
do not perceive diffcrential teacher bchavior, then it may be that
differences in student achievement which can be associated with
teacher behavior are direct, and not indirect, effects. As I have
noted elsewhere (Good, in press) certain "achievement cffects”
may be due to the fact that some students receive fewer opportunitics
to respond and less practice not because their motivation for school
work is eroded. .

I suspect that student performance is influenced both
directly by what teachers do (a well-managed classroom may gcencral-

ly have positive cffects on student learning no matter what infer-

.nces students make as to why teachers have created certain
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classroar structures) as.well as students' nerceptions of teacher
hoehavior (student beliefs mediate some, HYut not all, teaching
practices). Obhwvicusly, cur attemndt to Tcoasure otudent nercentions s
far fren ca=nlete “ve have measurcd only Jtadents' estimates of
cortain teacher hetisviars: —issinet s information about the sianifi-
cance, if anv, that students attach to such bhehavior patterns?t.
However, we are attenntine (o ointedrate some novel asnects of
student mediation inte cur researzh paradicm.

Student Achicveent '‘easures

Another limitation of the present study is that ne student
achievement measures were collected. 1f one heheves that achonls
should have some cffect upon students f(other than a pleasant
consumatory cffect), it is obviously 1mportant to assess the cffects of
classroom practices unon student achieverment, attitude, or some
other form cf criterial evidence. 1t 1s easv 10 became ahsorbed
with the "obvious" deficiencies tn classroom processes. 'owever,
the history of educaticnal practice is filled wath shibboleths that
have bSeen «~lt o trathe hegt raoe Hiv o turn ont 12 he posr deaa whern
tested with rescarch,

A varicty of prohlems {time, resources, appronpriats DECLS-
sions) preveated the collection of achieveaent mMeastres; however,
we plan to include pre and post achievement testing in onr rescarch
this ycar. Althouzh it is tempting to speculate that certorn classroom
practices may enhance or crode achievement, our data preseate? in
this symposium cannot respond to this issue directly. Hepefullv, our
follow-up research will b\- able to clarify the effects of teacher und
studen. cormitions, and classrocm behavior on ctudent catocte s Qther
than classroom process measurcs (1.e. we do have process outoomen”
in this yecar‘s data . . . student initiation rates and so forth). As

a case in peint, it may be that the teacher's ifmpulse to avoid
‘ el



"embarrassina the students” has some validitv. Although we suspect
this is not the case, onlv subseauent rescarch will verifv the
plausibilitv of this contention anc related hynctheses.

\lodifvine Classroom Behavicr

The rescarch reported in the nrecedine napers has conveved
what 've have stucdicd this year, whv we did so, and our findings.

In the next few weeks, we wll he discussine and analvzing this

information in the attempt to build a treatment program desianed to

76

modify classrcem behavior. The subdstance of the treatment program is

impossible to snecify because we are in the midst of buildine it. In
bSrief, 1t is possible to sav that the training procedures will help to
sensitize teachers to possibile beliefs and behaviors that may reduce

the opportunity and motivatien of low students. That is, we hope to

help teachers to explere wavs n which students ' beliefs in effort-out-

come cov.uriations can be strencthened by altering certain classroom
practice ..

The procedures for traimna teachers are not clcar at this
time and the tast 1 o lar-e one, Tive. that tfc trea.mont we
ultimately develen will be problematic in terms of its cffeativeness,
par-icipating teachers will have a chance to alter the treatment
program we desion. Once the preblem has been clarified, perhans
tcachers w:.11 be a%le to assist the calibration of the treatment in
import.nt ways.

In testing the effects of the treatment, we plan to use
three groups of teachers. One aroup of tecachers will receive informa-
tion abc . tcacher expectaty no .« nd attributions drawn from extant
literature. These tecachers will thus become aware of certain practices

that appear to be detrimental to the performance of students
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but thev will not receive soccific advice ahout how to resclve the
problem. A second arouo of tcachers will reccive information and
specific advice. \aain, these tcachers will have a chance to modily
the procram in terms of their insishts and exnericrnce. \ third aroup
will be used as a traditienal control croun.

Manv of the analvses renorted in this svmposium will
be repeated next vear, alene with an examination c¢f the treatment
effects. Among the new questions and analys~s that will be conducted
next year arc the following: (1) Do teachers implement the treat-
ment?; (2) Do teachers show radiation effects (i.e., alter their
behavior in ways not called for in the tréatment . . . see Good and
Brophy, 1974, for. previous empirical work on this question)?; (3)
What are the effects of the treatment oOn studént beliel{s, bhechavior,
and achievement?; and (4) “hat strategies do teachers in the
information only qroup'.attempt tc employ and how do'thcse strategics
compare with those used by the experimental teachers?

In closine, 1 believe that the proaram of classroom rescarch

revicwed here has provided a rich source of data that anppears

to have potential value for educators. The data collected in this

prdject may provide an objective base for helping teachers to
examine their own performances, their consequence, and give them an

opportunity to reflect upon observed behaviors in terms of intended

‘performance outcome. The assumption is that teachers {like practition-

ers in any field) are not fully aware of what they do, and of the

- possibility that their behavior may be somewhat different than their

/
own standards of good practice.

Thus, in addition to helping teachers see potential differ-

ences in behavior and goals, we hope the data will stimulate

S1



more articulate cencentralizations about what could taxe e
in the classrcom. Teo reiterate, the value cf »hatever alterndiftve
ideas of cliverco™ nractice emor~c fro= sor Jdelimerars o (i

intaractions =t teachere soall oo 1o N ceter o000 T ey
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addition to the findin~s (1.e. «what imnact does the troddrent fave?
the process of feedback and workir v owath teachers 12 iers o tre -
ment represents an arca of inquiry as well. In particular, 1t will

be important to sce if the feedhback mechanisms are uocful an
creating and sustaining a healthy exchanae hetween the rosearch
team and classroom teachers, and to learn what value teachers
place on the feedback that we and Ethers fe.e. Shulbman, ct al.,

1978) sce as potertially useful for helpiny teachors to see and

asscess their classroom bhehavior.,

]
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